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Abstract  

The main purpose of this case study was to examine whether the employees’ perception of 

trust and knowledge management within ISAVIA’s aerodrome could positively influence 

their perception of workers safety climate. The theoretical background used for this analysis 

was based on Zohars recommendations that other variables influencing workers safety climate 

needed to be explored and how, by applying the theory of planned behaviour, a safety climate 

within an organization could positively influence safety behavior. Also it was examined 

which knowledge management practices were making the largest contribution to workers 

safety climate and finally detecting if the two aerodrome operations within ISAVIA differed 

on any of the variables. Data was collected from 106 aerodrome employees, 59 from Keflavík 

aerodrome and 47 from the domestic aerodromes. The main finding were that both trust and 

knowledge management do influence the workers safety climate with trust being the better 

predictor.  Knowledge sharing was the only knowledge management practice that made a 

significant contribution in influencing workers safety climate when analyzed together with 

trust. Finally there was no significant difference between the two aerodrome operations KEF 

and DOM indicating that the operations have a similar perception of, workers safety climate, 

organizational trust and its knowledge management. The studies implications are that more 

focus should be on knowledge management regarding workers safety climate as it together 

with trust can serve as an antecedent for workers safety climate. 

 

Keywords: Organizational trust, knowledge management, safety climate, aviation, aerodrome.  
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Útdráttur  

Tilgangur þessa verkefnis var að skoða hvort upplifun starfsmanna innan flugvallarreksturs 

ISAVIA á trausti og þekkingarstjórnun hefðu áhrif á upplifun þeirra á öryggisanda. Sá 

kenningarlegi rammi sem stuðst var við byggðist bæði á tillögum Zohar (2010) að þörf væri á 

að skoða betur þá þætti sem geta haft áhrif á öryggisanda starfsmanna innan fyrirtækja og 

kenningunni um skipulagða hegðun, hvernig öryggisandi getur haft jákvæð áhrif á æskilega 

öryggishegðun starfsmanna. Í framhaldinu var skoðað hvaða þættir innan þekkingarstjórnunar 

hefðu mest áhrif á öryggisanda starfsmanna, sem og að athuga hvort munur væri milli annars 

vegar svara starfsmanna Keflavíkurflugvallar og svara annara starfsmanna á öðrum 

flugvöllum á Íslandi sem ISAVIA stýrir. Gagna var aflað frá 106 flugvallarstarfsmönnum 

innan ISAVIA þar sem 59 svöruðu í Keflavík (KEF aerodrome) og 47 svöruðu frá öðrum 

flugvöllum (DOM aerodromes). Helstu niðurstöður voru þær að bæði traust og 

þekkingarstjórnun hafa tölfræðilega marktæk áhrif á öryggisanda starfsmanna þar sem traust 

skýrði meira af heildarbreytileika öryggisandans. Þekkingarmiðlun, var eini þáttur 

þekkingarstjórnunar sem hafði marktæk áhirf á öryggisanda starfsmanna þegar þeir þættir 

voru skoðaðir með trausti. Enginn marktækur munur kom fram á milli flugvallarstarfsemi 

KEF og DOM, sem gefur til kynna að tiltölulega svipuð skynjun er innan fyrirtækisins á 

öryggisanda, á trausti og þekkingarstjórnun þess. Niðurstöður þessa verkefnis gefa því til 

kynna að til að auka enn frekar öryggisanda starfsmanna innan ISAVIA er mikilvægt að líta 

nánar á samband trausts, og þekkingarmiðlunar út frá hugmyndum um félagsleg skipti.             

 

Efnisorð: Traust innan fyrirtækis, þekkingarstjórnun, öryggisandi starfsmanna, flugiðnaður, 

flugvallarrekstur.  
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1. Introduction 

The typical 21st century workplace has been shifting from manual labor, i.e. work mostly 

built on routine, to a place where emphasis is on non-routine work. (Drucker, 1992; Drucker 

1999). Good management of knowledge has therefore become a valuable asset for 

organizations, and in some cases imperative as workers who leave abruptly (e.g. due to being 

fired, quitting, becoming ill or unable to work), without documenting or sharing knowledge 

which is important to the organization, can have a devastating effect on the workplace 

(Liebowitz, 2002; Calo, 2008). Knowledge management (from now on; KM) is the practice of 

focusing on how knowledge within an organization is retained and shared, how new 

knowledge is created and how to create a supportive KM environment. An important aspect of 

KM is organizational trust, both trust between employees as well as between employees and 

management (Levin et al., 2002; Holste & Fields, 2010). The dynamic relationship between 

KM and trust can be explained by the theory of social exchange, where e.g. the willingness to 

share knowledge is dependent on trusting the interactive individual to reciprocate that 

knowledge sharing in the future.          

 The aviation industry has been categorized as a high reliability industry. Therefore all 

loss of expertise knowledge can have a negative effect on its operation (Liebowitz, 2002), 

which consequently can have a negative impact on safety. Safety is such an important factor 

of the aviation industry that the United Nations’ International Civil Aviation Organization 

(ICAO) lists it as its primary objective. ICAO regulates and governs international aviation and 

one of their requests to aviation organizations is that they actively take measures to be 

supportive of employees’ positive safety perspectives, traditions and beliefs (ICAO, 2013). 

 Managing safety within an organization with measurements of employees’ perception 

of safety climate has been growing in high reliability industries and can be traced to an 

increased awareness of the fact that the primary cause of accidents are human related factors 

(Flin, Mearns, Connor and Bryden, 2000; Reason, 2000; ICAO, 2013; Shappel & Wiegmann, 

2004). The main factors that have been found to have the most influence on safety climate are 

leadership (Mearns, Whitaker & Flin, 2000; Zohar & Luria, 2005; Zohar & Tenna-Gazit, 

2008) and social interaction (Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008).Therefore a common way to 

measure safety climate has been to measure Management safety climate and workers safety 

climate separately (Kines, Lappalainen, Mikkelsen, Olsen, Pousette, Tharaldsen, Tómasson 

and Törner, 2011; Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008). Zohar (2010) declared that apart from the 
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influence of social interaction and leadership there is a research gap regarding other factors 

influencing safety climate and Zohar further directed future researches to explore those factors 

to be able to understand the construct better. This study will therefore, by focusing on the 

workers safety climate (from now on: WSC) further explore the social interaction factor by 

looking at knowledge management and trust, to see how they, separately and together, 

influence WSC. Furthermore to understand better the influence of KM this study will look at 

which underlying factors within KM will influence WSC.     

 The fluctuant accident characteristics within the aviation industry calls for a constant 

rethinking of how to effectively manage desirable organizational safety outcomes, not only for 

employees, but also for customers and the environment. Organizational trust plays a large role 

in safety management, especially when employees perceive their work to be of high risk 

(Kath, Magley & Marmet, 2010). In Iceland ISAVIA Ltd. operates all aerodromes (the area at 

an airport designated for the landing and departure of all aircraft) and is, on Iceland’s behalf, a 

member of ICAO. ISAVIA therefore needs to implement ICAO’s regulations and standards as 

well as develop their own internal procedures to further enhance the safety of its aerodromes. 

 In this study it will be argued that a higher level of perceived KM as well as a higher 

level of perceived trust will have positive influence on employees’ perception of WSC and 

therefore together, KM and trust could serve as an antecedent for workers safety climate. In 

addition it will be explored to what extent each KM practice influences WSC at ISAVIA to 

give the administration an indication of what practices to focus on to improve their WSC. 

Further a comparison will be conducted between ISAVIA’S largest aerodrome at Keflavík 

aerodrome (from now on; KEF) and other aerodromes at ISAVIA´s domestic airports (from 

now on; DOM; Reykjavík, Akureyri, Egilsstaðir and Ísafjörður) to see whether they differed 

in levels of KM, Trust and WSC.  
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2. Theoretical framework and background 

In this section of the study the main characteristics of the aviation industry and the main 

responsibilities of ISAVIA’s operation with a focus on aerodrome operation, will be 

described. Secondly the background of organizational safety will be covered with an emphasis 

on the importance of workers safety climate measures in a high reliability industry such as 

aviation. Further, organizational Trust will be defined and its relationship to safety will be 

explored. Finally the background, development and growing need for KM and KM practices 

will be discussed and how KM relates with both safety and trust.      

2.1. ICAO, ISAVIA and aerodromes in Iceland 

In modern global society, the aviation industry plays a pivotal role. In addition to supporting 

the enormous industry of travel and tourism, the aviation industry supports and creates jobs all 

over the world. Every second of every day airplane’s are taking off or landing worldwide. The 

aviation industry is one of the most complex systems of interaction between humans, 

technology and machines ever created. For it to function there are millions of employees 

behind the scenes (ICAO, n.d.). Despite the complexity of the industries environment, it is 

highly regulated and depends on the cooperation of airports, airlines, air traffic control 

agencies as well as many other supportive service providers who share a common focus on 

servicing the customer (IATA, 2005). In this study the focus will be on aerodromes, which are 

one part of an airport operation and described as the area, used for departures and arrival of 

aircraft, as well as all buildings, equipment and installations used to facilitate and support the 

operation i.e. firefighting, keeping the runways clear and managing the bird population around 

the airspace (ICAO, n.d.).             

 The aviation industry is relatively young. The first controlled flight was registered in 

1903 and changes in aircraft development have been enormous since then. These changes 

have mostly been generated by increasing safety, security and to protect the environment 

(IATA, 2005). The International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) was established by the 

United Nations in 1944 in order to create uniformity within all aspects of the aviation industry 

(ICAO, n.d.; IATA, 2005). Standardization of work procedures is highly important to avoid 

mishaps and misunderstanding, since a large part of aviation is dependent on international 

communication. Therefore ICAO is constantly making every effort in improving safety 

without decreasing efficiency. ICAO regularly updates and improves safety regulations which 

all 191 member states, including Iceland, need to adopt and implement to support the best 

possible aviation environment (ICAO, n.d.). Safety is therefore extremely important for the 
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operation as accidents can have major consequences. Instructions regarding safety at 

aerodromes do change the most and airports must adapt quickly and correctly in order to 

function correctly within the international environment (ICAO, n.d.). Traffic through Keflavik 

Airport has grown rapidly over the years. There was a 25% increase in air traffic between the 

years 2014 and 2015 and the figures for 2016 indicate that the increase will be even higher. 

From January to April 2016 the traffic has increased by 37% compared to same months in 

2015 (Isavia, 2016). Therefore the rapid and important changes of regulations from ICAO 

together with the growing air transportation traffic have made the importance of adapting new 

knowledge, sharing it as well as creating new knowledge essential for ISAVIA. Similar to 

other high reliability organizations, the aviation industry is a very safety sensitive 

environment and works from the perspective that accidents are inevitable (Appelbaum & 

Fewster, 2004; Perrow, 1984). Safety management systems according to ICAO are a 

“systematic approach to managing safety, including the necessary organizational structures, 

accountabilities, policies and procedures” (ICAO, 2013 p. xii). ICOA emphasizes the 

importance of the human contribution to safety management and that employees serve as the 

most important link between machines, technology and work environment (ICAO, 2013). 

Human related factors have been detected as crucial when analyzing the causation of aircraft 

accidents. More often than not the cause of an accident has been traced to poor management 

or working condition that lead to a violation of rules, causing an accident (ICAO, 2013; Blair 

& O´Tool, 2010; Shappel & Wiegmann, 2004). In order for ISAVIA to strengthen its safety 

climate, it is essential to establish whether the safety climate as well as trust and KM differs 

between aerodromes.   

ISAVIA Ltd. was founded in 2007 but in 2010 it merged with Keflavik International 

Airport and the two companies continued to operate under the ISAVIA name. The operation 

at ISAVIA consists of various aviation related aspects with around 1.040 employees 

(ISAVIA, n.d.). The four core units at ISAVIA can be seen in Figure 1 of ISAVIA´s 

organizational chart. Of the four core units at ISAVIA, two regard managing airports and 

aerodromes and are separated into KEF, Keflavík International Airport and DOM, Airports 

and Infrastructure (the blue rectangles in figure 1). Included in DOM aerodromes are 

Reykjavík (REY), Akureyri (AK), Egilsstaðir (EGS), Ísafjörður (ÍS) and other smaller landing 

places). The other two core units at ISAVIA are, Air navigation service and the Air terminal. 

Finally there are the subsidiaries, Duty free and Tern Systems (grey rectangles on figure 1). 
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FIGURE 1. ORGANIZATIONAL CHART AT ISAVIA.  

The operations at KEF and DOM does not differ regarding tasks or procedures but 

they do differ in size and frequency of air traffic. KEF aerodrome has 80 employees, one 

airport director, 27 daytime employees (including e.g. mechanics, engineers, safety-manager) 

as well as 13 employees rotating on four shifts where each shift contains one supervisor. 

DOM aerodromes REY, EGS and AK, all have 19 employees, and each includes one airport 

director, three daytime employees (mechanics) and four employees rotating on four shifts 

where each shift contains one supervisor. The smaller aerodromes, that are not required to be 

open or on alert, 24 hours per day like ÍS have 3-5 employees (I. Gissurarson, personal 

communication, March 17, 2016). Daily operations include area surveillance both regarding 

traffic of vehicles and people, as well as maintaining strict restriction to certain areas. They 

also include the maintenance of runways, equipment, housing and electricity within the area. 

The maintenance of runways includes clearing snow during wintertime, reporting their 

condition and maintaining their usability (ISAVIA, 2015; AIP Iceland, 2016). The operation 

also entails firefighting and rescue service. Aerodromes are categorized by size and need to 

follow strict regulations regarding equipment and water supplies as well as the number of 

employees needed for each category. KEF aerodrome is for example ranked as category 7 

with the ability to serve as category 8 and 9, which gives them permission to service larger 

aircraft and need to have a minimum of 13 employees on duty. DOM aerodromes on the other 

hand are ranked as category 5-6 which means that they can service smaller aircraft and need 

to have three employees on duty (AIP Iceland, 2016). The activities in the aerodrome 

operation are all safety relevant, whether it is keeping the runways safe for landing and 

departing of aircraft, be alert for firefighting and rescue service or maintaining surveillance 

within the area.  
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Working in a high reliability environment, like ISAVIA’s aerodromes, where 

accidents are always expected and the worst case scenario is constantly anticipated can be 

very stressful for employees as individuals and can over a long period of time create 

instability and uneasiness. To accommodate for that the employees therefore need to have 

both the appropriate equipment and training as well as organizational support in the form of 

shared understanding of the risks and appropriate safety behavior together with relevant 

knowledge (Reason, 2000).        

2.2. Safety and safety climate 

 The importance of organizational safety varies between industries, organizations and 

sectors as well as how important safety procedures are being measured. Mainly when 

organizations measure their safety it is in terms of safety outcome, such as accident rates, and 

the cost of time in lost productivity (Flin et al., 2000; Christian, Bradley, Wallace and Burke, 

2009). When managing safety outcomes, employees’ safety performance is often measured 

where safety performance includes tasks such as how well employees follow safety 

procedures and carry out work in a safe way (Neal, Griffin and Hart, 2000; Flin et al., 2000; 

Christian et al., 2009). Safety performance also includes how willing employees are in helping 

coworkers, take interest in improving the safety program at hand or promoting it (Neal et al., 

2000; Flin et al., 2000). 

According to the Icelandic law of health and safety in the workplace (2007) an 

employer is required to create a safe work environment which is in consistence with both 

social and technical development in the society. Lack of workplace safety in form of 

accidents, incidents or even fatality is the source of substantial direct and indirect costs for the 

organization (Neal & Griffin, 2002) and can vary greatly between industries. The frequency of 

accident-reporting to the Icelandic administration of occupational safety from the year 2008 

has been flickering, with 104 reported accidents  in 2008, 80 reported accidents in 2010 and 

92 reported accidents in 2012, in every case per every 10.000 workers. These numbers do not 

cover the whole accident rate and it is estimated that an excessive underreporting is taking 

place. It is estimated that only around 30% of accidents are reported (Administration of 

occupational safety and health, 2014).  

At aerodromes there are two important aspects of managing safety. One is, “aircraft 

safety on the ground” referring to the aircraft environment, e.g. condition of the pavement, 

obstacles on the runway, broken approach lights or faded markings, etc. The other is, “risks to 

employees’ health and safety” such as exposure to jet blast, fumes or high noise level, risk of 
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being hit by aircraft or other operating vehicles as well as working under pressure to strict 

turnaround times for aircraft (IATA, 2005).    

In the aviation industry a distinction is made between accidents after their severity and 

employees at ISAVIA are required to report them all to the Icelandic transportation safety 

board within 72 hours, regardless of the severity of the accident (AIP, 2016). Annually there 

are about 700 accident reports on average in the Icelandic Aviation industry (Ministry of 

interior, 2013). The frequency of accidents fluctuates from one year to another, with regular 

highs and lows. On average the number of accidents peak every 7 to 8 years (Guðmundsson, 

Pálsson & Hrafnkelsson, 2006). Despite air transportation being considered the safest 

transportation in relation to e.g. motor transportation (IATA, 2005) there is a 7%  increase  in 

global accident reporting between the years 2013 and 2014, rising from 2.8 accidents per 

million departures to 3 accidents per million departures (ICAO, 2015). The frequency of 

accidents is higher at aerodromes, compared to accidents in the air and accounted for 54% of 

the global accidents in 2014 (ICAO, 2015; Van Es, 2001). However in spite of the high 

frequency of accidents occurring at aerodromes they result in a relatively low number of 

fatalities (ICAO, 2015). Air traffic management related accidents, compiled over a 20 year 

period (1980-1999), has revealed that one third of the accidents were related to an aircraft 

colliding with a vehicle (Van Es, 2001). As previously stated the aviation industry is 

considered a high reliability industry i.e. its work processes entail a high risk of potentially 

large accidents involving either employees, customers or the environment. Managing safety 

within a high reliability industry does not necessarily mean preventing isolated human or 

technical mistakes or accidents. It revolves more about the fact that failure does occur and 

training employees to recognize, report and react to failure by continuously rehearsing 

familiar scenarios of failure and imagining new ones, and generalizing them. This can be 

looked at as a system, where knowledge management can make a great contribution creating 

the working environment needed to be alert, be ready and react in the way needed. In order for 

the system to work, all information needs to be available as well as a trusting relationship 

between employees (Reason, 2000). 

With the complexity of the aviation industry, the increase in global air transportation 

as well as the fluctuant and increasing accident rates between years it is easy to conclude that 

safety is the number one priority within the industry. The fluctuant and increasing accident 

rate further indicates that there is still need for improvement in managing safety at aerodromes 

and that  the industry needs to be more proactive and focus more on  the organizational culture 

rather than work procedures.     
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A fairly recent development in managing safety outcomes and a more proactive 

approach than focusing on behavior, is the focus on the organizational safety climate (Flin et 

al., 2000). This increased focus on organizational safety climate, especially in high reliability 

industries can be traced to the increased awareness of the fact that the primary cause of 

workplace accidents is human related, organizational or managerial (as cited in Flin et al., 

2000; ICAO, 2013). Safety climate refers to employees´ perception of how values of safety 

appear in the organizations policies, practices and procedures (Zohar, 1980; Neal et al., 2000; 

Fin et al., 2000; (Kines, Lappalainen, Mikkelsen, Olsen, Pousette, Tharaldsen, Tómasson and 

Törner, 2011). Clarke (2006) discovered that the way how employees perceived safety 

processes and procedures at their organization, had more influence on actual safety 

performance than when their attitude to safety was either negative or positive. This is 

consistent with findings that when answering attitudinal questions in surveys about important 

work related activities, employees are more prone to social desirability bias than when 

answering perceptional items (Seo, Torabi, Blair, & Ellis 2004).  

Fogarty & Shaw (2010) linked safety climate with Ajzen’s “theory of planned 

behavior” which refers to influencing someone’s behavior with focusing on his or her 

intensions i.e. the attitude, norms as well as knowledge about the consequences of that 

particular behavior. This approach could assist with managing unsafe behavior performed 

intentionally by consciously deviating from an appropriate behavior or process and therefore 

is not performed by “accidental” mistake. Therefore by focusing on safety climate, when 

managing safety, interventions can be made before the actual behavior which, if unattended, 

could cause an accident, by creating an environment that influences that behavior and thereby 

decreasing the odds of a future possible accident. Safety climate therefore works as an 

antecedent for safety behavior and should be easier to manage than the unsafe behavior itself. 

In context with the theory of planned behavior the unsafe behavior in question is not when an 

accident occurs by mistake but when an employee deliberately does not follow safety 

procedures correctly. When an employee perceives that management or coworkers are 

reckless with safety procedures, it is more likely that he will do so as well (Fogarty & Shaw, 

2010). By creating a strong safety climate, with shared norms and believes about correctly 

performed safety procedures, these deliberate unsafe behaviors will decrease.     

Researches on safety climate have indicated that higher level of safety climate at an 

organization has positive influence on employees’ safety behavior (Neal et al., 2000; Neal et 

al., 2002; Fin et al., 2000; Larson-Tholén, Pousette and Törner, 2013; Christian, et al., 2009). 

In addition Larson-Tholén et al. (2013) discovered in a longitudinal research that increase in 
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work unit’s safety climate over a period of time positively predicts safety behavior at 

individual levels, indicating that employees’ shared understanding of safety climate functions 

as a group phenomenon that influences both the group as well as the individual. Therefore 

safety climate not only influences safety behavior in a positive way but also shows that the 

more the employees’ share the same perception of safety processes and procedures the more it 

will influence their safety behavior indicating that the perception of safety for the whole 

organization needs to be unilateral for safety climate to be more effective.  

Scholars exploring safety climate have concluded that when measuring how 

employees perceive safety climate there needs to be a distinction between how they perceive 

management to be committed to safety and how they perceive how their fellow employees 

commit to safety (Kines et al., 2011; Seo et al., 2004; Zohar, 2010). Employees are more 

likely to be committed to their workgroup than to management and therefore it is necessary to 

separate the two groups when measuring the climate to receive a more accurate outcome 

(Clarke, 2006). Seo et al., (2004) cross validated 16 safety climate measures and discovered 

that the two most frequent factors regarding leadership and management was the perception of 

its commitment and support to safety. Regarding employees, support, participation and 

competence were most used.  

A strong safety climate is therefore necessary in high reliability industries since the 

employees intentions to behave is under the influence of the values and norms he perceives to 

be present at the organization. One factor that has greatly been researched in the safety 

literature is, trust. It has been found to be a key element in reporting accidents or near mishaps 

as employees need to trust that they will be treated fairly when reporting it and even admitting 

to own wrong doing. Giving rapid and useful feedback is one way for management to increase 

trust related to the reporting of accidents (Burns, Mearns & McGeorge, 2006).  

2.3. Organizational trust  

 Trust is a multidimensional construct which can be demonstrated as a dispositional and 

enduring individual characteristic, as well as a part of a relationship between two individuals, 

an individual and a group or between an individual and an organization (Yakovleva, Reilly 

and Werko, 2010). According to Blau’s “social exchange theory”, trust is the regulating factor 

in social interaction between individuals, meaning that an individual will only interact with or 

help another if he trusts that in the future it will be reciprocated (Carbrera & Carbrera, 2005). 

Over time with regular reciprocation, trust between the individuals will increase. Blau further 

states that trust can be formed between two persons in terms of either sequence of obligations, 
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where one is obligated to return a favor he just received or as a gradual expansion of returning 

favors over time (Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard & Werner, 1998).This reciprocal trust 

relationship is important between leaders and subordinates, as quality of social exchange can 

make leaders more concerned about their employee’s wellbeing (Austin & Vancouver, 1996). 

Trust can be a fairly stable tendency within the individual as well as an aspect of a 

relationship which can develop over time but is not stable between situations (Colquitt, Scott, 

Judge and Shaw, 2007; Schoorman, Mayer and Davis, 2007). Trust within the field of 

management has mainly been explored regarding two important types of trust, either trust  

based on the expectation of an individual’s good intention or trust which is based on believing 

in the ability, or skill of the individual  (Levin, Cross, Abrams and Lesser, 2002; Huff & 

Kelly, 2003). Research has shown that having a higher level of trust within the organization, 

is positively related to how successful organizations are and how well they can adapt to the 

industries environment (Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis & Winograd, 2000). Higher level of trust 

also has positive influence on teamwork and leadership within an organization (Mayer et al., 

1995) as well as serving as an important factor in employees becoming committed and 

engaged to the organization (Wang, Tsai & Lin, 2013). 

 With trust being a multidimensional construct, rebuilding it within an organization can 

become quite a task for all included parties, i.e. administration, supervisors and coworkers. 

Employee’s perception of trust can be violated if their expectations of a context-specific task 

are not met (Sitkin & Roth, 1993) In that case the violation of the trust will not generalize to 

other tasks or expectations the employees have and therefore it will be easier to rebuild that 

trust and it can even be done with a form of legislation or process that confronts that context-

specific task. However if the employees expectations regarding organizational values are 

unmet, causing a decrease in trust, the violation of the trust is more likely to generalize to 

other situations and behaviors. Then it will be harder to rebuild the trust and using legislative 

or adherent measures will not work (Sitkin, & Roth, 1993). Therefore it is very important for 

organizations who feel they need to rebuild trust, to know the roots of the trust violation to be 

able to rebuild it effectively. A research on front line construction workers and their 

supervisors in the U.K. concluded that trust, combined with leadership style, where they were 

committed to safety themselves as well as encouraging workers safety commitment, had a 

positive influence on the workers safety behavior (Conchie & Donald, 2009). In addition, the 

more the employees feel their job is high on risk or reliability the relationship between 

organizational trust and safety climate is even stronger (Kath et al., 2010). Further, trust 

between leaders and subordinates in the Israeli army were found to be related to both safety 
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outcomes and safety climate (Luria, 2010). Even though trust has been considered a great 

influencing factor in the safety literature, there are conflicting findings which indicate that 

trust can have a negative effect on safety behavior, especially in a high reliability 

environment. Jeffcott, Pidgeon, Weyman & Walls (2006) discovered in a high reliability 

industry of train operating companies in the United Kingdom that too high level of trust 

reduced employees individual responsibility for safety, creating a risk of more exposure to 

accidents. From this it is clear that even though trust is an important aspect of safety climate, 

it is not a standalone feature and that too much trust can have a negative influence on safety. 

Environmental factors like leadership support, perception of safety relevance and other social 

factors need to be present as well. To sum it up trust plays a pivotal and multifunctional role 

in managing safety and the relationship between the two is even stronger in a high reliability 

organization like within ISAVIA aerodromes. It is therefore important to observe trust level 

simultaneously with safety climate to be able to strengthen the safety climate even further as 

well as in case of rebuilding trust to know why it eroded. By creating and supporting a 

reciprocal culture of helpful and rapid feedback as well as creating platforms where 

employees can interact with each other and get a chance to form a reciprocal relationship of 

some kind, trust level at the organization could increase. This could i.a. be achieved by 

implementing systematic knowledge management.  

2.4. Knowledge and knowledge management 

Researchers have not agreed on how to define knowledge. Before explaining knowledge 

management (KM) it is important to explore how the concept of knowledge has been viewed 

from different perspectives. First of all there are two philosophical interpretations explaining 

knowledge. From the constructionist point of view, knowledge is a “justified true belief” in 

the sense that believing something to be true is not enough, one has to have a justification for 

believing that the knowledge is true. This view on knowledge builds around the individual 

and social “world” and involves human aspects such as emotions and intensions, as well as 

the individual’s capability of transforming that knowledge to another situation. However, 

from a cognitivist’s point of view knowledge is something which emerges from a more 

mechanical process where the individual consciously uses learning strategies to acquire that 

knowledge (Maturana & Varela, 1987; Van Krogh et al., 2000; Ichijo and Nonaka, 2000).  

In terms of explaining knowledge, there is a well-known approach within the field of 

management where knowledge has been categorized into either explicit knowledge or tacit 

knowledge (Nonaka and Konno (1998). Explicit knowledge is considered as understanding or 
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information which can be expressed objectively in words, numbers and specifications in order 

to be stored and shared with a systematic method in the form of e.g. official statements, rules 

or databases (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Nonaka and Konno 1998; Nonaka, Toyama and 

Konno, 2005). Tacit knowledge however, is considered to be more subjective and entails 

individual’s experience, insight and judgement and can therefore be quite difficult and 

sometimes not possible to formalize, store or even transfer to others (Davenport and Prusak, 

1998; Nonaka and Konno 1998; Nonaka, Toyama and Konno, 2005). In a simple term explicit 

knowledge is something physical while tacit knowledge is more mental.  

Correspondingly with defining knowledge, scholars have not agreed on how to define 

knowledge management and experts have disagreed on whether it is possible to manage 

knowledge (Eðvarðsson, 2004; Hlupic, 2002). Apart from the philosophical viewpoints 

between constructionists and cognitivists, knowledge and how it is managed has been 

researched in several disciplines, e.g. information technology, psychology, human resource 

management and from different angles e.g. organizational culture, teamwork and trust 

(Jashapara, 20011; Serenko, 2013, Eðvarðsson, 2004). The inconsistency in defining KM can 

partly be explained by the fact that it is a fairly young discipline suffering from growing pains 

(Nakanishi, 2014; Serenko, 2013) and partly by the reason that it has been viewed from so 

many disciplines using different measures and different approaches.   

KM has mostly been related with information management i.e. focusing on 

information systems and with human resources i.e. focusing on creating and sharing 

knowledge in an organization (Jashapara, 2011). In this study the focus will be from the 

human resource point of view. Mainly KM refers to creating the organizational environment 

and management, where the culture and business strategy are supportive of creating, sharing 

and retaining knowledge within the organization and making sure that necessary knowledge is 

accessible, using appropriate methods (Kakabadse o.fl. 2003; Daft, 2004; Daft, 2004).  

Knowledge management has predominantly been researched within the private sector 

regarding organizational effectiveness or competitive advantage. However, recently the focus 

has also been on analyzing KM within the public sector where the motivation is more on 

public interest such as safety or environmental issues (Nakanishi, 2014) but also to decrease 

cost by improving processes and customer service and enhancing employees’ skills and 

abilities (Liebowitz, 2002). Government agencies in USA, e.g. NASA, the US Navy and the 

Federal Aviation Administration have been adopting more knowledge management initiatives 

to respond to downsizing and retirement of a large part of the workforce (Liebowitz, 2002).   
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Managing knowledge within organizations mainly refers to four KM practices, how 

new knowledge is created, how and where to retain it, how the knowledge is shared and how 

these three practices are supported by the organization. The four practices are closely 

interrelated and are highly dependent on each other (see figure 2).   

 

 
FIGURE 2. THE DYNAMIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. 

Knowledge creation refers to activities which lead to the development of “new 

knowledge” (Singh & Gupta, 2014). New knowledge can either be a combination of facts and 

laws or created and developed through human interaction (McAdam and Reid, 2001). At an 

individual level, knowledge creation refers to employee’s ability to use prior knowledge or 

experience to deal with an unfamiliar situation, information or context to solve the problem 

(Varela, Thompson & Rosch, 1992; Krogh et al., 2000). 

Knowledge retention refers to how knowledge is stored within the organization and 

can be both codified knowledge retention (in databases, manuals etc.) and personalized 

knowledge retention (in well-known processes etc). Often knowledge is codified 

systematically with the purpose of using it later e.g. to follow up on inventory status. The 

purpose can also be to document information that at the moment does not seem to have any 

relevance but should the need arise in the future, can be looked up. (McAdam and Reid, 

2001). In the modern business environment the role of Information Technology (IT) has 

become highly important in decision making for both employees and administrators. IT can 

assist in turning data into information and with the correct interpretation can be turned into 

knowledge (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 

 How knowledge is retained within an organization depends on the organization´s 

operation and should be aligned with its business strategy. If an organization is built on 

clearly defined processes and procedures, or explicit knowledge, the emphasis should be on 

codification by storing the knowledge objectively. More emphasis on codification is often 

used to increase effectiveness and lower the cost of unnecessary communication, i.e. with 

databases or intranet by retaining the knowledge for employees use. However, if the 
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organization is built more around tacit knowledge, more emphasis should be on 

personalization (Hansen and Nohria 1999). Whereas tacit knowledge is often not easily 

transferred it relies more on person to person tutoring or learning by using hands on methods. 

An example of that is learning how to smoothly step off the clutch when switching gears 

when learning how to drive a car, where the driving instructor can’t just tell the student how 

smoothly he has to do it, the student needs to feel it and feel how the car reacts depending on 

his smoothness. The purpose of personalization is not to store knowledge, physically and 

outside the person but to share it and is often related with innovation rather than processes 

(McAdam and Reid, 2001; Edvardsson, 2004; Hansen & Nohria, 1999). 

Knowledge sharing refers to how knowledge transfers between employees. Sharing 

the knowledge is according to many researchers the most important practice of KM. It is 

dependent both upon the willingness of the employee to share knowledge with coworkers, as 

well as a supportive knowledge sharing environment. This means that the employees need to 

have an opportunity, or a platform, to share knowledge as well as the appropriate 

technological support to be able to share the knowledge they hold (Davenport and Prusak, 

1998). Knowledge can be shared in a general, informal way e.g. through e-mail to other 

employees or by use of a company newsletter. Knowledge can also be shared in a more 

specific way such as through conference or a training program (McAdam and Reid, 2001) or 

even through special person or positions such as quality manager or IT specialist. 

Knowledge support, according to Singh and Gupta (2014), is not a KM practice in 

itself, but plays a dynamic role in supporting and connecting the other practices by way of a 

supporting specialist or encouraging employees to seek knowledge within the organization as 

shown in figure 2 above. 

As previously mentioned, KM is built on three very closely related main practices of 

retaining, sharing and creating knowledge which are connected and supported through 

knowledge support.  

Knowledge management can also be explored by social theories like trust and workers 

safety climate. As the process of e.g. creating knowledge through personal interaction and the 

process of sharing knowledge with others is a form of social exchange where the willingness 

to share or participate in knowledge interaction of some kind is regulated by ones trust of 

reciprocating knowledge sharing and creation in the future. Also, knowledge interaction 

behavior is dependent on shared values and believes that sharing knowledge is valued by both 

coworkers and management as in the theory of planned behavior. In other words, the 

employee both needs to trust that his coworker will reciprocate in sharing knowledge in the 
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future as well as perceive it as a norm within the organization, that there is a knowledge 

sharing culture.   

2.5. Technological development and knowledge workers 

 Improved technology and less expensive, more efficient transportation, are factors in a 

rapid globalization influencing and requiring entire industries to be restructured seemingly 

overnight. This development has increasingly obscured the previously clear line of separation 

between the service and manufacturing industry (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). It imposes on 

organizations the task of providing a quality product with a higher level of service and a faster 

time of delivery to suit the customers, or risk losing their business to a faster, more agile 

competitor (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). For organizations to cope with these changes, they 

require more skilled employees who are capable of inventing as well as adapting to and 

learning new ways of working.    

Competitive advantage is gained when an organization implements a value creating 

survival strategy which is not simultaneously implemented by current or future competitors 

(Barney, 1991). Knowledge, uniquely held by an organization, can provide a sustainable 

competitive advantage by creating value, which is difficult to imitate or substitute (Barney, 

1991; Davenport & Prusak, 1998). Competitors can copy price and quality, but an 

organization, rich in knowledge, and knowledge managing organizations will have moved on 

to another level by the time that happens (Barney, 1991, Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Van 

Krogh et al., 2000). Because of the rapid development of the business environment today, 

whether it is due to globalization or technology, it is harder for organizations to sustain their 

competitive advantage because it is easier now than before for competitors to copy a product. 

Looking at computers designed today, all have the same hardware, are made from the same 

material but what sets one manufacturer apart from another is often the service provided to 

their customers.        

For over 20 years it has been argued that the organizational environment is also 

changing on the workers level, where the mass of employees have been moving from being 

manual workers to becoming knowledge workers (Drucker, 1992; Drucker, 1999; Jashapara, 

2011). A knowledge worker is defined as a professional or manager with a graduate level skill 

in critical thinking, communication and technology and the Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) has reported knowledge to be a key factor in future 

productivity, competitiveness, employment and economic growth (OECD, 2000). Further 

Drucker (1999) states that the biggest change in management between the 20th century and the 
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21st century is the shift in attention from the production of better equipment, to the attention 

on increasing the productivity of the knowledge worker (Drucker, 1999). Drucker further 

explains that the prior approach in managing manual workers entailed figuring out how the 

manual workers could most effectively do their job. The new approach on knowledge workers 

is to find out what the task is, and what knowledge a worker needs to have e.g. skills and 

ability, to perform it.  In the prior example of manual workers, the knowledge of the task was 

held by the organization, but in the latter the knowledge of the task is held by the worker and 

therefore harder for the organization to hold on to that knowledge when the worker leaves the 

organization. In addition Drucker explains that today a large portion of knowledge workers 

are a combination of manual workers and knowledge workers, performing a known task but 

needing their knowledge to be able to solve the task, such as health-care workers, mechanics 

and other installation or repair workers.   

With all these changes in the organizational environment and development on industry 

level, as well as worker level, managing knowledge is an important, and a crucial factor for 

organizational survival (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Van Krogh et al., 2000). The majority of 

organizations in developed countries today can be considered a knowledge organization 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Drucker, 1999) as employees are consistently developing new 

processes or methods, redesigning machines and equipment and taking up new systems both 

formally and informally (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). In addition to improving organizational 

performance, KM practices can assist in transferring knowledge between generations 

(McNichols, 2010; Carmel, Pak & Patel, 2013). An additional challenge faced by 

organizations now is when the baby boomers retire. They have been a fundamental proportion 

of a stable long term employment workforce, but are now rapidly becoming, somewhat 

suddenly, redundant which can lead to great challenges due to the loss of tacit knowledge 

(Calo, 2008) if not managed and retained properly. Valuable knowledge which is perceived to 

be lost with senior experts leaving the organizations is for example knowledge regarding 

social networks, processes and subject matter expertise (Carmel, Pak & Patel, 2013).  

 Looking at ISAVIA the need for knowledge management at aerodromes is no 

exception in these matters. A rapid growing air transportation industry affects ISAVIA 

directly whereas they are managing all air related traffic in the whole of Iceland. Even though 

aerodromes are not aiming for a competitive advantage they do need to focus on effective 

safety management, for employees as well as customers (airlines and passengers) and 

equipment. In addition they do need to adapt and follow procedures to be an attractive 

destination for airlines wanting to land there. The majority of employees at aerodromes are the 
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typical knowledge / manual worker combination e.g. mechanics, electricians etc. performing a 

known task but need experience and special knowledge to execute it.  

 Even though KM literature has not focused heavily on the relationship between KM 

and safety there are nevertheless indications that there is a connection. Gressgard (2014) 

discovered that safety compliance is influenced by the use of knowledge exchange systems in 

a high reliability organization. In addition, prior studies have indicated that there is a link 

between psychological safety and knowledge sharing as well as a link between how easy it is 

to codify the knowledge itself and the employees´ confidence in sharing that knowledge 

(Siemsen, Roth, Balasubramanian and Anand, 2009). 

 Within the KM field, trust has been recognized as a critical factor which influences 

knowledge sharing within an organization, where both trust in an individual’s good intentions, 

as well as trust in an individual’s competence are important. A higher level of competence-

based trust between employees has a greater impact on sharing highly tacit knowledge than 

explicit knowledge. It furthermore influences the employees’ willingness of using tacit 

knowledge (Levin et al., 2002; Holste & Fields, 2010). However employees trust in a co-

workers good intention has a significant impact on both explicit knowledge sharing and tacit 

knowledge sharing (Levin et al., 2002; Holste and Fields, 2010). Both types of trust have 

more impact on knowledge sharing than employees’ frequency of interaction or the closeness 

of their relationship with each other (Levin et al., 2002). Kim and Ko (2014) found that in the 

positive relationship they found between employees’ perception of Human Resources 

practices and knowledge sharing, that their trust in supervisors was an influencing factor, in a 

study done on 266.000 employees at the U.S. federal government. Furthermore, Peralta and 

Saldanha (2010) discovered that focusing on creating a knowledge centered culture only 

influenced knowledge sharing for those individuals with high level of trust propensity.  

 These results indicate that trust, in context with KM is important from all angles, 

between employees, toward management and the employees’ own ability to trust. Again 

looking at this relationship from the social exchange theory, this interaction of trust and 

sharing knowledge is a delegate form of social interaction pattern. To be willing to share 

employees need to trust that their knowledge sharing will be reciprocated in the future. It has 

even been proposed that if organizational trust is lacking, KM initiatives will fail (Davenport 

and Prusak, 1998). However if trust is lacking a form of systematic KM initiatives where 

platforms or situations are created that encourages knowledge sharing could increase trust and 

therefore have both positive influence on more knowledge sharing as well increasing trust 

even further. That consequently could result in a higher perception of workers safety climate.  
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2.6. Objectives and research questions      

 From the theoretical background it is evident that in a high reliability industry like 

ISAVIA’s aerodrome operation, safety is a number one priority. In the safety literature trust 

has been confirmed as an important factor in various safety related measures (Conchie & 

Donald, 2009; Luria, 2010; Kath et al., 2010). From the perspective of social exchange theory, 

employees could form a reciprocal knowledge sharing relationship that is governed by trust 

with both knowledge sharing and trust to continue to increase over time. However within a 

high reliability industry, trust is not enough to encourage safety as Jeffcott et al. (2006) 

pointed out and with the rapidly changing work environment, due to technology and increase 

of knowledge workers (Drucker, 1992) more emphasis on knowledge management is 

important. Some KM practices have as well been related with both safety behavior and safety 

outcome (Gressgard, 2014; Siemens et al., 2009).      

 Therefore, to the researcher’s best knowledge, since KM has not been associated with 

safety climate nor been analyzed together with trust the objective of this study is to analyze 

the relationship between the three constructs. By first examining to what extent separately 

trust and KM influence WSC and then analyze to what extent trust and KM together influence 

WSC and which of the two is a better predictor by answering the following research question. 

1. Does perception of trust and knowledge management positively influence workers safety 

climate and which one of the two is a better predictor? 

Hypothesis 1: The higher level of trust the higher level of workers safety climate  

Hypothesis 2: The higher level of knowledge management the higher level of workers 

safety climate.  

 Further the relationship between trust and knowledge management practices with 

workers safety climate will be explored. By comparing, with and without trust, which KM 

practice predicts workers safety climate by obtaining answers to the following research 

question.  

2. Which of the key knowledge management practices; support, retention, sharing or 

creation, is the best predictor of workers safety climate and does trust affect the 

relationship? 

 Finally to analyze whether ISAVIA has an overall shared perception of trust, 

knowledge management and workers safety climate throughout the two core units of 
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aerodrome operation which could indicate the strength of its safety climate and to generate a 

baseline to compare with in the future (Larson-Tholén, 2013). A practical contribution of this 

study is to compare the level of perceived trust, knowledge management and workers safety 

climate between Keflavík aerodrome and Domestic aerodromes (Reykjavík, Akureyri, 

Egilsstaðir, Ísafjörður) to see if they differ and to detect ISAVIA’s strengths and weaknesses. 

The following research question will be answered.  

3. Do Keflavík aerodrome and Domestic Aerodromes differ in level of Trust, KM and 

Workers’ safety climate?   
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3. Method 

The objectives of this case study, was to examine the relationship between trust, KM and 

WSC within ISAVIA’s aerodrome operation. This section will explain how this case study 

was conducted. It will describe the characteristics of the sample as well as what procedure 

were used gathering the data. The measures used to analyze the constructs will as well be 

described and finally a description of what statistical analysis was used to analyze the data.  

3.1. Participants 

The data in this study consists of answers gathered from 106 employees at ISAVIA´s five 

largest aerodromes. The majority of the participants were from KEF aerodrome where 59 of 

80 employees answered, their average age was 48 years. In DOM aerodromes, the total of 

participants were 47, where 10 of 19 employees at REY aerodrome answered, 13 of 19 

employees at AK aerodrome, 16 of 19 employees at EGS aerodrome, 4 of 5 employees at ÍS 

aerodrome and 4 of 8 electricians who service all DOM aerodromes answered. Employees’ 

average age at DOM aerodromes was 50 years.  

3.2. Procedures 

A paper-based survey was used in the study to influence the response rate since the majority 

of aerodrome employees do not work in front of a computer. The Keflavík, Reykjavík, 

Egilsstaðir and Akureyri aerodromes were all visited three times in February and March 2016. 

Airport directors were asked to assist with the distribution of questionnaires to further 

increase the participation. Participants were all given the same verbal and written instructions 

regarding the purpose of the study (see appendix A), except Ísafjörður aerodrome where 

questionnaires were mailed and therefore only received written instructions. Electricians at 

ISAVIA’s Domestic airports work for all airports and are in the study included in Domestic 

aerodromes but not within any specific airports. The study was anonymous to encourage 

honest responses and gender was not requested to hinder the traceability of the answers, since 

a great minority of the employees were women. Of the 150 employees at ISAVIA’s five 

biggest aerodrome operations, 106 answered which generated 71% response rate. 

3.3. Measures 

Three scales were used to measure three constructs, workers safety climate, trust and 

knowledge management. Where workers safety climate is the dependent variable, trust is one 

independent variable and knowledge management and its four practices make up five 

independent variables.  
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Workers safety climate was the first construct measured using the NOSACQ-50 scale 

(see appendix B) developed by Kines et al. (2013). The scale measures seven dimensions, 

however because the purpose of this study is to analyze the employee related part of the 

climate three dimensions regarding management were not included. The other four 

dimensions which combined measure the employees’ perception of workers safety climate 

are: Workers safety commitment, which refers to the workers perception of how they relate to 

committing to safety, how active they are in promoting safety and how they care for the safety 

of coworkers. Workers safety priority and risk non acceptance, which refers to how they 

prioritize safety, how they accept risk taking. Workers safety communication, learning, and 

trust in coworker safety competence, which refers to how employees relate to discussions 

about safety issues when needed, how helpful they are working in safely manner. The fourth 

dimension is workers trust in the efficacy of safety systems which refers to the perception of 

how in general they perceive the effectiveness of safety- officers, committees etc. and if they 

see purpose in i.e. safety planning or training. The safety climate scale includes questions like 

“We who work here try to find a solution if someone points out a safety problem”.  

The scale had already been translated into Icelandic and tested in several Icelandic 

organizations. The scale has been tested for validity and reliability in four separate Nordic 

countries and was found to be a reliable instrument for measuring safety climate and valid for 

predicting safety motivation and, perceived safety level and self-rated safety behavior (Kines 

et al., 2011).  A preliminary analysis was performed and results from scale reliability analysis 

showed that one item in workers safety commitment was negatively related to other items of 

the scale and was therefore deleted as it was not measuring the construct (Item 1.3. see 

appendix B). Preliminary scale reliability was conducted and results for workers safety 

climate was alpha = .897.     

 Trust was the second construct measured, based on two trust scales designed by Huff 

and Kelley, and Robinson et al. and contained statements about perception of organizational 

trust, trust in coworkers, and trust in supervisors. Example of question “There is a very high 

level of trust throughout this organization”. The scale had already been translated to Icelandic 

as well as back translated (See appendix C) for another study, not yet published. A 

preliminary scale reliability results had alpha =.914.   

Knowledge management was the third construct measured and included statements 

about four knowledge management practices. The scale was developed by Singh and Gupta 

(2014). The scale evaluates the perceived efficiency of knowledge management within the 

organization and entails four sub constructs; knowledge support, knowledge retention, 
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knowledge sharing and knowledge creation. For this case study, the scale was translated to 

Icelandic and back translated to ensure the meaning was not lost. The scale included questions 

e.g. “Experts in my team give valuable suggestions when approached” (knowledge support) 

and “My team members regularly update information on the intranet” (knowledge retention) 

(For further information see Appendix D). Scale reliability analysis was performed where the 

constructs ranged from alpha .843 to .953 (see further in preliminary results)      

 Both the knowledge management scale and the trust scale were originally on 5 point 

scale but the workers safety climate scale was on 4 point scale, to be able to measure them 

together it was decided to convert them all to 10 point scale to get a better distribution.   

Demographic variables were used to describe the characteristics of the participants. 

First the distinction was made between employees working at KEF and DOM. Participants 

were asked about their age, seniority, level of education as well as whether they had 

managerial responsibilities. Participants’ age was then grouped into four groups, 26-40 years, 

41-49 years, 50-58 years and 59-67 years. Seniority was grouped in two groups, having 

worked for six years or less (employed after ISAVIA and KEF merged in 2010) and having 

worked for 7 years or longer (employed before ISAVIA and KEF merged in 2010). Level of 

education was grouped into two groups, lower level of education, which were those who had 

their highest degree from elementary school or high school, and higher level of education, 

which were those who had their highest degree from trade school or a university). The 

demographic variable of having managerial responsibility was discarded from results because 

about 50% of the employees claimed they had managerial responsibilities and that does not 

add up to the number of supervisors ISAVIA claims to have (I. Gissurarson, personal 

communication, March 17, 2016). The comparison on demographic characteristics between 

employees at KEF and DOM are presented in Table 1. The table shows that the two groups 

(KEF and DOM) are similar on all the demographic variables the largest difference is in level 

of education where 47% of participants at KEF have lower education while 36% of 

participants at DOM have lower education.  
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TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS. COMPARED BETWEEN EMPLOYEES 

 AT KEF AND DOM. 

 

 

 

KEF aerodrome   

DOM 

aerodromes 

 Characteristics N %   N % 

 Age 50 100% 

 

46 100% 

 26 - 40 years 18 36% 

 

6 13% 

 41 - 49 years 5 10% 

 

18 39% 

 50 - 58 years 16 32% 

 

12 26% 

 59 - 67 years 11 22% 

 

10 22% 

 Seniority  44 100% 

 

44 100% 

 ≤ 6 years 25 57% 

 

26 59% 

  ≥7 years 19 43% 

 

18 41% 

 Level of education 55 100% 

 

45 100% 

 Lower level 26 47% 

 

16 36% 

 Higher level  29 53%   29 64% 

  Note. The demographic variable “managerial responsibility” has been excluded. 

3.4. Statistical analysis 

 The reliability of the three scales was conducted using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, it 

relies on correlation and measures the internal consistency of the items that make up the 

construct. The correlation of the constructs as well as the demographic variables was 

calculated to detect the relationship between the variables using Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient. The independent variables were strongly correlated but according to 

Field (2009) correlation lower than .90 is acceptable and therefore allegeable to use in 

regression.  Multiple regression was then conducted to make up a model to explore the 

independent variables Trust and KM, as well as how KM practices influence the dependent 

variable WSC. Independent t-test was conducted to explore the difference on all variables, 

trust, KM and WSC between KEF aerodrome and DOM aerodromes.  
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4. Results 

 This section of the study will report the preliminary analysis that was conducted on the 

independent variables, trust, KM and KM practices and the dependent variable, WSC.  Then it 

will report results on the relationship between the variables from both simple and multiple 

linear regression analysis. Furthermore it will report the results between group comparisons 

using independent sample t-test, comparing KEF aerodrome and DOM aerodromes after 

Trust, KM and WSC. As each DOM aerodromes sample differs so greatly in size (from 4 

employees to 16 employees) further statistical comparison between them was not performed. 

However visual comparison between the total mean score of the variables to KEF, DOM and 

all individual aerodromes within DOM will be shown to get some indication of the internal 

difference between them.        

4.1. Preliminary analysis 

In table 2 the relationship between the constructs was examined using Pearson 

correlation coefficient as well as their internal consistency suing Cronbach Alpha. Trust, KM 

and KM practices as wee as WSC all had strong significant correlation between them or from 

r = .50 to r = .74. The weakest relationship between constructs was between WSC and the 

KM practice, knowledge support (r = .50) and the strongest relationship was between KM and 

Trust (.74). The Cronbach Alpha for all constructs were sufficient, ranging from.84 (the KM 

practice, Knowledge retention) to .97 (Knowledge management).  

TABLE 2. TRUST, KM, WSC: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND CORRELATIONS. (ALPHA COEFFICIENT IS 

BOLD). 

  

  N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Trust 105 6.6 2.1 0.91 

      Knowledge management 106 6.6 1.7 .74** 0.97 

        Knowledge support 106 6.8 1.9 .62** .86** 0.88 

       Knowledge Retention 106 6.5 1.8 .61** .88** .70** 0.84 

      Knowledge Sharing 106 6.5 1.8 .69** .94** .74** .81** 0.90 

     Knowledge Creating 105 6.4 1.9 .72** .94** .74** .76** .84** 0.95 

 Workers' safety climate 106 8.1 1.2 .70** .62** .50** .59** .62** .61** 0.89 

* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 

     ** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 

 

     
4.2. Trust and KM influencing workers safety climate  

 Table 3 showed results from two simple regressions (model 1 and model 2) and one 

multiple regression (model 3) where in all models the dependent variable is workers safety 
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climate. From the table it can be seen that in Model 1, trust alone explained 48% of the total 

variance in WSC, F (1, 104) = 96.388, p < .000. Looking at Model 2, KM alone explained 

39% of the total variance of WSC, F (1, 105) = 65.448, p < .000. In Model 3, of combined 

influence of trust and KM the model explained 51% of the total variance of WSC. The unique 

contribution of both trust and KM decreased when they were both included in the model but 

both were significant, the unique contribution of trust was higher, β = .519, p < .000 than for 

KM, β =.239, p < .01. 

TABLE 3.  REGRESSION FOR TRUST AND KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT INFLUENCING WSC. 

  

 

 

Model 1 

 

 

Model 2 

 

 

Model 3 

 

Variable B SE B Β B SE B Β B SE B β 

Trust .400 .041 .695*** 
   

.299 .059 .519*** 

KM 
   

.452 .056 .621*** .174 .075 .239** 

 
         

R2 .483     .386     .510     

+p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .000 
     

 

 

FIGURE 3. VISUAL PRESENTATION OF MODEL 3, TRUST AND KM INFLUENCING WSC. 

Figure 3, demonstrates how Model 3, where both trust and KM were included, explained the 

total variance of WSC as well as to what extent their unique contribution on influencing 

workers safety climate. 

4.3. Trust and KM practices influencing workers safety climate  

 Table 4 shows the results from two multiple regressions to examine the influence KM 

practices and trust have on workers safety climate. In model 1 the KM practices, knowledge 

support, knowledge retention, knowledge sharing and knowledge creation explained 41% of 
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the total variance of WSC, where knowledge sharing’s unique contribution was β = .399 and 

knowledge creation’s contribution was β = .307. Adding Trust in Model 2 increased the how 

much the variables explained of the total variance of WSC by 11%, from 41% to 52%. By 

adding trust the unique contribution  of knowledge creation is no longer significant but the 

unique contribution of knowledge sharing is significant but lower than in model 1 (see table 

4).     

TABLE 4. MULTIPLE REGRESSION FOR TRUST AND KM PRACTICES 

 INFLUENCING WSC. 

 

 

 

 

Model 1 

 

 

Model 2 

 

Variable B SE B β B SE B Β 

Knowledge support .015 .078 .023 -.027 .071 -.043 

Knowledge retention -.048 .092 -.071 -.058 .084 -.085 

Knowledge sharing .285 .118 .399** .205 .108 .287* 

Knowledge creation .194 .096 .307** .060 .091 .095 

Trust 
   

.292 .060 .507** 

 
      

R2 .408     .524     

Note: +p < .1, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .000 
 

  

3.4. Comparing Trust, KM and WSC between KEF and DOM aerodromes.   

 Table 5 demonstrates that there was no significant difference between the KEF and 

DOM aerodromes on neither level of trust, KM nor workers safety climate. DOM aerodromes 

score higher on all variables than KEF aerodrome.    

TABLE 5. INDEPENDENT T-TEST FOR TRUST, KM AND WSC BETWEEN KEF AND DOM AERODROMES. 

 

  

KEF 

aerodrome     

M (SD) 

DOM 

aerodromes       

M (SD) t df p 

95% CI       

Lower 

level 

95% CI       

Upper 

level 

Trust 6.41 (2.17) 6.75 (2.03) -.81 103 .798 -1.16 .48 

KM 6.54 (1.68) 6.62 (1.67) -.25 104 .478 -.73 .57 

WSC 7.98 (1.29) 8.15 (1.12) -.71 104 .418 -.64 .30 

 

In table 5 it can be seen that mean scores on all variables, trust, KM and workers safety 

climate, at DOM aerodromes were always higher than at KEF aerodrome. As stated earlier no 

further statistical analysis could be made to detect the variance within DOM aerodromes but 
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Figure 5 presents visually the score means of all variables between, total, KEF, DOM and all 

aerodromes within DOM (as well as electricians who service all DOM aerodromes).   

 
FIGURE 4. MEANS OF LEVEL OF TRUST, KM AND WSC. COMPARING TOTAL WITH ALL AERODROMES. 

In figure 4 the orange and yellow shaded columns, present mean scores from total, 

KEF and DOM. The blue shaded columns present mean scores from the DOM aerodromes, 

REY, AK, EGS, ÍS and electricians (ELEC). The figure demonstrates that on all variables, 

trust, KM and WSC, the aerodromes KEF and DOM were similar to the total mean. DOM 

always scored higher then KEF, where the largest difference was on level of trust (KEF = 6.4, 

DOM = 6.7). Comparing each individual DOM aerodromes to the total mean of the variables 

RVK scored lowest on all variables, RVK lowest score was on trust or, 4.7 which is 2.9 points 

lower than the total mean on trust and 3.7 points lower than the highest score within DOM 

(Electricians, 8.4). EGS was as well lower than the total mean in scoring of KM, 0.8 points 

lower than the total mean and 2.0 points lower than the highest score within DOM (AK = 7.8).  
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5. Discussion 

The main purpose of this case study was to analyze the relationship between trust, KM and 

WSC to detect to what extent trust, and KM influence WSC. The key findings from the simple 

regressions analysis supported both hypotheses, that the higher level of perception of trust the 

higher level of perception of WSC and that the higher level of perception of KM the higher 

level of perception of WSC. Results were significant and there was a positive relationship.  

 To see which of the variables (trust or KM) was a better predictor on WSC a multiple 

regression analysis was conducted. The results showed that trust was a better predictor on 

WSC. It is not surprising that trust serves as the stronger predictor keeping in mind the fact 

that ISAVIA is operating in a high reliability industry where trust is even more strongly 

associated with safety climate than in industries which have lower reliability. However it is 

important to take in to consideration that trust alone does not guarantee safety and too much 

trust can have a negative influence on employees behavior regarding safety (Jeffcott et al., 

2006). Results showed that together, KM and trust had more influence on WSC than trust 

alone, as well as KM alone. This indicates that if measures are taken to increase trust and KM, 

they could serve as a type of social interaction antecedent (Zohar & Luria, 2005) to the 

workers safety climate. This information is highly relevant for ISAVIA since ICAO requests 

aviation organizations to put an emphasis on employees’ perception of shared values about 

safety. Further, taking into account that the accident rate within the global aviation industry is 

both fluctuant and increasing between years, and that ISAVIA is in charge of managing 

aerodromes where more than one half of accidents occur, workers safety climate is very 

important.  

 Results from exploring which KM practices influence WSC both when trust was 

included and when it was excluded, indicate that knowledge sharing is the only KM practice 

which is significant when trust was included in the model. However, without trust included in 

the model, both knowledge sharing and creation were significant factors. This could be 

explained by the high correlation between trust and knowledge creation, which is very similar 

to prior research in the field. Knowledge sharing is therefore the most important KM practice 

regarding WSC and to many scholars the most important KM practice in general, as there is 

no use in creating or retaining knowledge if it is not being shared with others. However as 

noted before the KM practices do function together and are highly correlated with each other 

so even though knowledge sharing is essential it benefits from the other practices as well. 

 It is interesting to see that with and without trust, knowledge retention, which is how 

knowledge is stored within ISAVIA, personally or in form of data, is influencing WSC in a 
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negative way. This seems to indicate that the greater the retention of knowledge is, the less 

perception of workers safety climate, which is contradictory to prior studies of knowledge 

system usage (Gressgard, 2014). This relationship was not significant but the direction could 

be explained by that either documenting knowledge with systems is not relevant for this line 

of work, or it could mean that the knowledge is poorly retained and tends to leave with the 

employees when they leave ISAVIA. Either way this needs further examination and it is 

especially urgent whereas at both KEF and DOM over 20% of the participants were in the 

most senior age group (59-67) and will therefore be eligible for retirement within the next 5 to 

10 years, possibly without documenting the knowledge they hold.    

 Comparing the two aerodrome operations, KEF and DOM, even though it was not 

significant, DOM scored higher than KEF on all three constructs (trust, KM and WSC) 

indicating that there is an alignment and a similar perception throughout and between the 

aerodrome operations. However by looking closer at the difference between each aerodrome 

RVK is relatively lower than the total average on both trust and safety climate and RVK and 

EGS are relatively lower than total average on KM. These findings are not significant as 

stated earlier, hence should be interpreted with precaution for the sake of small sample size 

however since there is such a strong relationship between trust, KM and WSC, the 

aerodromes scoring low need to be further examined. 
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6. Conclusion 

In this case study, the influence of knowledge management and trust on workers safety 

climate is analyzed and to the researcher’s best knowledge has not been done before. The 

theoretical implications for the field is that knowledge sharing and trust do serve as an 

antecedent for workers safety climate. A practical implication for ISAVIA is that they would 

benefit from implementing KM initiatives which need to be supported with trust, so that 

employees’ relationships from the perspective of social exchange theory could over a period 

of time enhance workers safety climate further.  

 There are limitations to the study regarding the survey itself. One item of the workers 

safety climate scale was excluded as it was not measuring the construct, it was the first item 

that was negatively phrased which could have confused the participants. Also the background 

variable regarding managerial responsibility was excluded, as more participants reported 

having managerial responsibility than should have according to numbers obtained from 

airport directors. The sample size is also quite small and the results are not generalizable 

outside of the aerodrome operation at ISAVIA.  

 Future research should concentrate on analyzing further KM as a factor within social 

interaction when exploring safety climate. Further the relationship between trust, KM and 

WSC within other high reliability industries should as well be explored to see be able to 

generalize these findings as well as take into account management safety climate. Also the 

negative relationship between knowledge retention and workers safety climate needs to be 

explored closer.      
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Appendix A 
Written instructions 

Dear Participant.   

The aim of this study is to explore the relationship between the constructs, Knowledge 

management and Safety climate within ISAVIA as well as their association with Trust.   

This survey is a part of my final project in a master level program in Human resource 

management within Reykjavík University. You are of course not obligated to answer but I 

would greatly appreciate it as it is important to receive the best possible response rate.  

This survey is anonymous in all ways and it will not be possible to trace individual answers. 

Therefore I encourage you to answer these statements on how much you disagree or agree 

with it and as honestly as you possibly can. After analyzing the data the data will be deleted 

and the results will be introduced to the organization.    

The survey contains 65 statements, 27 regarding knowledge management, 26 regarding safety 

climate, 6 regarding trust as well as in the end are 6 questions about your background. It will 

take you approximately 10-15 minutes to answer the survey.   

 

 

Thank you for your participation.  

 

Sincerely, 

Hildur Baldvinsdóttir 

Hildurb14@ru.is 

S: 858-7979 
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Appendix B 
 

Safety Commitment 

1.1. We who work here try hard together to achieve a high level of safety  

1.2. We who work here work here take joint responsibility to ensure that the workplace is always kept tidy 

1.3. We who work here do not care about each others safety  

1.4. We who work here avoid tackling risks that are discovered 

1.5. We who work here help each other to work safely  

1.6. We who work here take no responsibility for each others´safety 

Safety Priority 

2.1. We who work here regard risks as an unavoidable 

2.2. We who work here consider minor accidents as a normal part of our daily work  

2.3. We who work here accept dangerous behaviors as long as there are no accidents  

2.4. We who work here brake safety rules in order to complete work on time 

2.5. We who work here never acccept risk taking even if the work schedule is tight 

2.6. We who work here consider that our work is unsuitable for cowards 

2.7. We who work here accept risk-taking at work 

Safety Communication 

3.1. We who work here find a solution if someone points out a safety problem 

3.2. We who work here feel safe when working together 

3.3. We who work here have great trust in each others´ability to ensure safety 

3.4. We who work here learn from our experiences to prevent accidents 

3.5. We who work here take each others opinions and suggestions concerning safety seriously  

3.6. We who work here seldom talk about safety 

3.7. We who work here always discuss safety issues when such issues come up 

3.8. We who work here can talk freely and openly about safety  

Safety Systems 

4.1. We who work here consider that a good safety representative plays an important role in preventing accidents 

4.2. We who work here consider that safety rounds/evaluations have no effect on safety 

4.3. We who work here consider that safety training is good for preventing accidents 

4.4. We who work here consider early planning for safety as meaningless 

4.5. We who work here consider that safety rounds/evaluations help find serious hazard 

4.6. We who work here consider that safety training is meaningless 

4.7. We who work here consider that it is important that there are clear-cut goals for safety 
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Appendix C 
Organizational trust 

 1. There is a very high level of trust throughout this organisation 

2. In this organisation subordinates have a great deal of trust for managers 

3. If someone in this organisation makes a promise, others within this organisation will almost always  

trust that the person will do his or her best to keep the promise 

4. Managers in this company trust their subordinates to make good decisions 

5. I can expect my employer to treat me in a consistent and predictable fashion 

6. In general, I believe my employer’s motives and intentions are good  
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Appendix D 
Knowledge management 

 

Knowledge support 
     1.1. Experts in my team give valuable suggestions when approached 

 1.2. Experts in my team are open to new ideas proposed, even by a novice  

1.3. When I seek knowledge, team members encourage me 
  1.4. New ways of solving problems are enthusiastically accepted in my team 

1.5. My team members do not hesitate in seeking help from experts in other teams 

 
Knowledge retention  

    

2.1. 
My team members regularly update information on the intranet (share drive, knowledge 
portral) 

2.2. 
My team members regularly use information from the intranet (share drive , knowledge 
portral)  

2.3. Information on intranet (share drive, knowledge portal) is well organized  

2.4. Knowledge of my team processes is known to many team members 

2.5. If a person on my team leaves, knowledge of my team processes is not lost 

 
Knowledge sharing 

     3.1. When a team member develops some know-how, it is shared in the team 

3.2. My team members willingly share knowledge 
  3.3. My team members do not hide knowledge to themselves 

 3.4. My team members share information on problem solving strategies that have worked well  

3.5. My team helps me understand knowledge embedded in work processes 

3.6. The team clearly discusses the project details when a new project is initiated 

3.7. My team is able to optimally utilize competencies of its individual members 

3.8. We have regular meetings where people share their knowledge 
 

 

Knowledge creation 
     4.1. My team members take initiative to develop new knowledge 

 4.2. My team actively spend resources (time, effort) in acquiring new knowledge 

4.3. My team members are aware of latest developments in their field 
 4.4. My team implements best practices adopted from outside the team 
 4.5. My team members develop knowledge keeping in mind a long-term perspective 

4.6. My team continuously rethinks about its work processes 
 4.7. My superiors are appreciative of my team members effort to create new knowledge 

4.8. My team members show interest in solving challenging problems 
 

4.9. 
My team members search outside the team (internet, books, friends…) for efficient work 
processes 

 

 

 

 


